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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 

- Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )Kl Responsive to communication(s) filed on 14 July 2000 . 
2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)E3 This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quay/e, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) (3 Claim(s) 7-37 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) (3 Claim(s) 7-37 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 

11) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 
Priority under 35 U.S.C. §§119 and 120 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 

a)DAII b)D Some*c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 

1 3) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(e) (to a provisional application) 

since a specific reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 
37 CFR 1.78. 

a) □ The translation of the foreign language provisional application has been received. 

14) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for domestic priority under 35 U.S.C. §§ 120 and/or 121 since a specific 

reference was included in the first sentence of the specification or in an Application Data Sheet. 37 CFR 1 .78. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to application 09/616,977 filed on 07/14/2000. 

2. Claims 1-37 are pending in the case. Claims 1, 12, 19, 30, 35, and 37 are independent 
claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3 Claims 1-2, 4-7, 10-16, 18-20, 22-25 and 28-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Lopresti et al. (USPN 5,625,721— filing date 4/6/1994), 
hereinafter Lopresti, further in view of Motoiwa (USPN 6,343,149 Bl— filing 
5/7/1999). 

4. Regarding independent claim 1, Lopresti discloses a method for processing a document 
including a field containing information in a predefined domain (Lopresti discloses in the 
Abstract that the invention applies OCR to fields), defining a directory of data relating to 
the predefined domain (in col. 2, lines 24-40, the OCR is checked via dictionary), 
processing the image code the information, and looking up the coded information 
directory so as to check whether the information is coded correctly (in col. 2, lines 24-40, 
the OCR is checked via dictionary). Lopresti fails to disclose receiving a client via a 
computer network an image of the field contain the information. However, Motoiwa 
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discloses receiving from a client via a computer network an image of the field containing 
the information in col. 5, lines 45-67 and col. 6, lines 1-20, in order to facilitate 
information access on a remote basis. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time of the invention to have used Lopresti's invention in combination 
with a network in order to have facilitated information access on a remote basis. 

5. Regarding dependent claim 2, Lopresti fails to disclose a method comprising returning 
the checked, coded information over the network to the client. However, Motoiwa 
discloses receiving from a client via a computer network an image of the field containing 
the information in col. 5, lines 45-67 and col. 6, lines 1-20, in order to facilitate 
information access on a remote basis. It was notoriously well known in the art at the time 
of the invention that processed information was often returned to clients to make 
information directly available to users. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time of the invention to use a network to return information to the 
client because this would have made information directly available to users. 

6. Regarding dependent claim 4, Lopresti, as noted in col. 2, lines 24-40, discloses 
checking the OCR results with a dictionary. It was notoriously well known in the art at 
the time of the invention that checking OCR results requires selecting a dictionary that 
corresponds with the results to be checked (i.e. appropriate language, etc.) in order to 
obtain maximum accuracy. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to select data specific to the predefined domain from one or 
more general databases in order to obtain maximum accuracy. 
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7. Regarding dependent claim 5, Lopresti is receiving data to be processed for OCR 
recognition, which inherently implies receiving an image of alphanumeric characters in 
the field. 

8. Regarding dependent claim 6, Lopresti discloses in col. 5, lines 10-25 the use of 
marked text blocks to delineate regions for OCR. This constitutes a method wherein the 
document includes a template delineating the field, and where receiving the image of the 
characters comprises receiving the image of the characters filled in to the field and 
remaining after drop-out of the template from the image of the field. 

9. Regarding dependent claim 7, Lopresti' s invention is receiving data to be processed for 
OCR recognition (see Abstract). 

10. Regarding dependent claim 10, in col. 2, lines 24-40 of Lopresti, the OCR is checked 
and corrected via dictionary. 

11. Regarding dependent claim 11, in col. 2, lines 24-40 of Lopresti, the OCR is checked 
and corrected via dictionary. 

12. Regarding independent claim 12, it is a method for processing forms that is analogous 
to the document processing method of claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

13. Regarding dependent claim 13, it was notoriously well known in the art at the time of 
the invention that checking whether a set of information is correct requires checking 
whether its parts are correct, in order to assure accuracy. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to verify the coded information, 
because it would have been a necessary part of ensuring the accuracy of the information 
as a whole. 
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14. Regarding dependent claim 14, Lopresti's invention is receiving data to be processed 
for OCR recognition (see Abstract). 

15. Regarding dependent claim 15, Lopresti discloses performing OCR (see Abstract) and a 
dictionary lookup in col. 2, lines 24-40, which satisfy the limitations of the claim. 

16. Regarding dependent claim 16, it is a method for processing forms that is analogous to 
the document processing method of claim 2, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

17. Regarding dependent claim 18, it is a method for processing forms that is analogous to 
the document processing method of claim 11, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

18. Regarding independent claim 19, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 1, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

19. Regarding dependent claim 20, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 2, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

20. Regarding dependent claim 22, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 4, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

21. Regarding dependent claim 23, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 5, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

22. Regarding dependent claim 24, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 6, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

23. Regarding dependent claim 25, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 7, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

24. Regarding dependent claim 28, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 10, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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25. Regarding dependent claim 29, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 1 1 , and is rejected under similar rationale. 

26. Regarding independent claim 30, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 12, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

27. Regarding dependent claim 31, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 13, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

28. Regarding dependent claim 32, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 15, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

29. Regarding dependent claim 33, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 16, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

30. Regarding dependent claim 34, it is a forms processing apparatus that performs the 
method of claim 18, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

3 1 . Regarding independent claim 35, it is a computer software product on a computer 
readable medium that encodes the method of claim 1, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

32. Regarding independent claim 36, it is a computer software product on a computer 
readable medium that encodes the method of claim 14, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 

33. Regarding independent claim 37, it is a computer software product on a computer 
readable medium that encodes the method of claim 12, and is rejected under similar 
rationale. 
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34. Claims 3, 17, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lopresti, further in view of Motoiwa, further in view of Walker et al. (USPN 
6,113,493— filing date 2/21/1997), hereinafter Walker 

35. Regarding dependent claim 3, Lopresti and Motoiwa fail to disclose a method wherein 
receiving the image of the field comprises receiving a number of fields filled in with 
respective information, regarding which the checked, coded information is return to the 
client, and comprising receiving payment from the client according to the number of 
fields. However, Walker discloses in col. 7, lines 20-36 a payment tracking methodology 
based on fields in order to facilitate easy, efficient billing. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use Walker's payment 
tracking methodology with Lopresti and Motoiwa' s inventions in order to facilitate easy, 
efficient billing. 

36. Regarding dependent claim 17, it is a method for processing forms that is analogous to 
the document processing method of claim 3, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

37. Regarding dependent claim 21, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 3, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

38 Claims 8 and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lopresti, further in view of Motoiwa, further in view of Bradford (USPN 
5,805,747— filing date 1/13/1997) 

39. Regarding dependent claim 8, Lopresti and Motoiwa fail to disclose a method wherein 
looking up the coded information comprises selecting a preferred reading of the 
characters from among two or more possible readings generated by the OCR, responsive 
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to the data in the directory. However, Bradford discloses the use of multiple OCR 
readings in order to increase OCR accuracy. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to use Lopresti and Motoiwa' s 
inventions in conjunction with Bradford's in order to increase OCR accuracy. 

40. Regarding dependent claim 26, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 8, and is rejected under similar rationale. 

41 Claims 9 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lopresti, further in view of Motoiwa, further in view of Medina (USPN 5,889,897— 
filing date 4/8/1997) 

42. Regarding dependent claim 9, Lopresti and Motoiwa fail to disclose a method wherein 
looking up the coded information comprises generating a confidence score, and wherein 
processing the image comprises passing the image to a human operator for coding when 
the confidence score is below a predetermined threshold. However, Medina, in col. 3, 
lines 60-67 and col. 4, lines 1-14 describes how confidence scores are generated and 
human correction is used as a backup in order to maximize accuracy of the OCR data. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
use Medina's method of correcting the OCR data from Lopresti and Motoiwa in order to 
maximize accuracy of the OCR data. 

43. Regarding dependent claim 27, it is an apparatus for processing a document that 
performs the method of claim 9, and is rejected under similar rationale. 
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Conclusion 



The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 



USPN 5,881,172 (filing date 12/9/1996)— Pintsov 

USPN 4,928,313 (filing date 5/19/1989)— Leonard et al. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jonathan D. Schlaifer whose telephone number is 703-305-9777. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30-5:00, M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon can be reached on 703-308-5186. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-746-7239. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or proceeding 
should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is 703-305-3900. 
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